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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )□ Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1^5 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1^5 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) Q The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) ^ The drawing(s) filed on 13 July 2006 is/are: a)^ accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) ^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)E| All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.^ Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attach ment(s) 

1) ^| Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5 ) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 
Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 



PTOL-T26 d (Rev e 08-06r 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20090618 



Application/Control Number: 10/585,903 Page 2 

Art Unit: 1791 

DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Japanese 
Patent Publication 9-197394 (Akira et al.) or Stadtmueller (U.S. Patent 5,891,297). 
Akira et al. and Stadtmueller each show a method for peeling a film from a display 
panel comprising: peeling off an end of a film (Akira et al., element 1; Stadtmueller, 
element 28) that has been stuck on a display panel (Akira et al., element 2; 
Stadtmueller, element 32); fixing the peeled end of the film to a roller (Akira et al., 
element 4; Stadtmueller, element 22) that is adjacent to or in contact with a panel face 
of the display panel; and peeling off the film from the display panel by rotationally 
driving the roller (Akira et al., English Abstract and partial translation; Stadtmueller, 
column 3, lines 48-66, column 4, lines 40-47). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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4. Claims 2, 3, 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Japanese Patent Publication 9-197394 (Akira et al.) in view of Mizutani et al. (U.S. 
Patent 6,258,666). As shown in paragraph 2 above, Akira et al. shows the invention of 
the independent claim. Akira et al. also shows the roller to have an effective length 
longer than the short side of the display panel. Akira et al. fails to show the contact 
plate. 

Mizutani et al. shows a peeling roller for removing a film from an electronic 
substrate wherein a roller, 5, and a contact plate, 6, are pressed by a mechanism to 
sandwich the film, 4, therebetween (See Figs. 1, 10b, 10c; column 3, lines 26-35; 
column 4, lines 15-22; column 5, lines 14-16). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to replace the adhesive patches of 
Akira et al. with the contact plate of Mizutani et al. because Mizutani et al. shows the 
contact plate to be a functionally equivalent alternate expedient to the adhesive patches 
with the advantage that the film will not be contaminated with adhesive (column 3, lines 
36-39). 

Regarding claim 5, Akira et al. shows the roller to be rotated by a motor, 5. 

5. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stadtmueller (U.S. Patent 5,891 ,297) in view of Mizutani et al. (U.S. Patent 6,258,666). 
As shown in paragraph 2 above, Akira et al. shows the invention of the independent 
claim. Stadtmueller also shows the roller to have an effective length longer than the 
short side of the display panel. Stadtmueller fails to show the contact plate. 
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Mizutani et al. shows a peeling roller for removing a film from an electronic 
substrate wherein a roller, 5, and a contact plate, 6, are pressed by a mechanism to 
sandwich the film, 4, therebetween (See Figs. 1, 10b, 10c; column 3, lines 26-35; 
column 4, lines 15-22; column 5, lines 14-16). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to replace the groove of Stadtmueller 
with the contact plate of Mizutani et al. because Mizutani et al. shows the contact plate 
to be a functionally equivalent alternate expedient to the groove with the advantage that 
the film will not be secured without the chance of slipping out of the groove. 

6. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over either 
Akira et al. or Stadtmueller in view of Mizutani et al. as applied to claim 3 above, and 
further in view of McQuiston. The references show the claimed subject matter except 
for the toggle clamps. McQuiston shows an apparatus with a bar, 36, for rolling up a 
strip of material, 20; a contact plate, 38, to press the strip of material against the bar; 
and bolts, 37, outside of the effective length of the rolling bar to force the contact plate 
and rolling bar together (See Fig. 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to add bolts or any other conventional 
connecting means, such as toggle clamps to the apparatus of the references as 
combined to provide the force for securing the contact plate against the roller because 
McQuiston shows these connectors to be effective to maintaining the roller and contact 
plate together. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to place the toggle clamps 
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outside of the effective length of the roller so as to allow the film to be inserted without 
being stopped by the connectors, such as shown by McQuiston. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

7. The information disclosure statement filed June 3, 2009 fails to comply with 37 
CFR 1 .98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each cited foreign patent document; 
each non-patent literature publication or that portion which caused it to be listed; and all 
other information or that portion which caused it to be listed. It has been placed in the 
application file, but the information referred to therein has not been considered. 

Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Gillespie shows a film roller with a contact plate and connectors. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mark A. Osele whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1235. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 10:00-6:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Philip Tucker can be reached on 571-272-1095. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Mark A Osele/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 
June 18, 2009 



